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New Breast Cancer Treatment
Using chemotherapy and hormonal thera-
p es to treat breast cancer has been success-
ful, but preventing the cancer from return-
ing continues to be a major problem.
Researchers at Duke University have devel-
oped a unique way ofusing immunothera-
py to tackle this problem.
The treatment, developed by a team
led by Kim Lyerly, co-director of Duke's
Center for Molecular Therapeutics,
involves the injection of a patient's own
tumor cells that have been genetically
modified into the body to activate extra
immune cells that would stop or slow the
growth oftumors. Preliminary tests on ani-
mals have been successful, and the Duke
researchers hope to begin tests soon on
women with breast cancer.
Lyerly said the idea for the treatment
stemmed from observations that mice with
cancer could be immunized to fight offtheir
cancers. The researchers found that mice
with breast cancer responded when injected
with their own modified immune cells.
Lyerly conducted experiments in which
he removed cancer cells from mice and
altered the genetic material within each
cell. The cells, which were reinserted into
the mice, were engineered to secrete inter-
leukin 2, one of the body's natural
immune system boosters. After the treat-
ment, the lungs ofthe mice were weighed
and the tumor nodules were counted.
According to Lyerly, there was a significant
reduction in the number oftumor nodules
and the weight of the lungs of treated
mice, as compared to the control mice.
Lyerly said the treatment is not meant
to cure breast cancer, but rather to work
with current forms oftreatment to prevent
the cancer from returning. According to
the American Cancer Society, there are
182,000 cases of breast cancer nationwide
each year, and 46,000 deaths each year are
attributed to breast cancer. The rate of
recurrence following current forms of
treatment depends on the type ofcancer.
The Duke research team has received
approval from the National Institutes of
Health to test the treatment on women
with advanced breast cancer. Preliminary
tests will determine whether the treatment
is safe. Lyerly said that one possible prob-
lem with the treatment is that it could
induce autoimmunity against undiseased
parts ofthe body.
Lyerly and co-workers are nowworking
to submit an application to the FDA,
which usually approves or disapproves of
an application within a month. Lyerly said
the team is working quickly to submit the
application, but some safety issues still
have to be resolved. The researchers will
begin tests as soon as possible if the FDA
approves the experiment. Lyerly said the
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The body's own ammunition. Genetically modified tumor cells may activate the body's immune system to
stop or slowthe growth oftumors.
tests will be conducted on women who
have failed to respond to other forms of
treatment. The women would receive der-
mal injections of their own treated cells
approximately four separate times.
Based on the original tests, the
researchers caution that they do not expect
a tremendous response. "We don't think
we'll see much, but we can test for induc-
tion of immunity," Lyerly said. "And we
want to make sure that it's safe."
No Agreement on
Environmental Justice
A mandate by the federal government that
agencies incorporate environmental justice
into their decision-making has been
applauded by environmental justice advo-
cates. However, it seems that agreement as
to how this should be done is far from
being settled. A first attempt by the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission prompt-
ed controversy among all parties involved.
Last year, the NRC attempted to
address environmental justice in an envi-
ronmental impact statement (EIS) pre-
pared for the construction ofthe Claiborne
Enrichment Center in Homer, Louisiana.
The proposed site is located between two
predominately African-American commu-
nities. The NRC and the EPA, the agency
responsible for reviewing the EIS under the
National Environmental Policy Act, drew
intense criticism from environmental jus-
tice advocates, who charged the EPA with
setting a dangerous precedent for future
reviews.
The EPA Region VI in Dallas, Texas,
reviewed the first draft ofthe EIS inJanuary
1994, saying, "based on the type ofproject
and the location ofthe preferred site, we are
concerned that your draft EIS did not
specifically address the issue of 'environ-
mental justice."' Several public comments
on the draft alleged that the site was chosen
because itwas a minoritycommunity.
A few weeks after EPA's review,
President Clinton signed the executive
order on environmental justice, which
directs federal agencies to analyze, "the
environmental effects, including human
health, economic and social effects, offed-
eral actions." In response to the executive
order and EPA's comments, the NRC
added a section in the final August EIS to
cover the issue of environmental justice
which states: "[NRC] staff recognizes that
to the extent the CEC affects the environ-
ment, those living closest will be the most
affected. All aspects ofCEC operation will
be required to comply with State and
Federal environmental regulations ... staff
found no evidence of racial considerations
being used in the site selection process, and
the staffdoes not believe that facility oper-
ation will result in significantly dispropor-
tionate adverse impact."
The EPA Region VI responded to the
NRC's addition in a letter on 25 October
1994, saying, "Although the final EIS does
contain a section on [environmental jus-
tice], we fail to find any specific analysis
supporting the NRC's conclusion "that the
facility is not an example of" environmen-
tal injustice. The EPA pointed out that the
NRC staff failed to weigh the cumulative
impacts of the facility and other polluting
industries near the community, and that
while the NRC staff examined race and
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population data at the parish level, infor-
mation such as the city or community cen-
sus data "would be more appropriate in
this case."
Although the EPA made these com-
ments, the NRC did not change the text of
the final EIS. The EPA has been criticized
for not taking further action against the
statement.
Critics say that the EPA should have
referred the EIS to the White House
Council on Environmental Quality for
review. The CEQ oversees federal NEPA
compliance. Under NEPA regulations, the
EPA has 25 days from the issuance of a
final EIS to refer it to the CEQ. After the
25-day period, the EPA can only refer the
EIS for review ifthe NRC concurs, which
is not likelyat this point.
The EPA has defended its actions, say-
ing that officials were unable to challenge
the EIS due to lack of guidance from the
White House on including environmental
justice in the EIS process. According to
one EPA source quoted in Inside EPA, the
White House has not dictated what should
merit a review by the CEQin such a situa-
tion. "We don't have a standard to do
that," the source said, noting that "there is
no guidance out there yet."
EPA Region VI and NRC officials met
in November to further discuss the issue.
"The NRC wanted to sit down and talk
about the comments we made," said
Yvonne Vallette, a life scientist in the envi-
ronmental services division of the Region
VI EPA. "Theyweren't sure how to handle
environmental justice."
Following the meeting, the EPA hoped
that the NRC would create a supplemental
document to the final EIS providing fur-
ther information on environmental justice,
but the NRC sent a letter to the EPA in
December declining the EPA's advice.
"NRC basically said thanks, but no
thanks," Vallette said.
Vallette said that this situation was
unusual because the executive order was
issued after the draft EIS was reviewed, and
the EPA is not supposed to raise new issues
on afinal draft.
The NRC will hold a licensing review
on March 15, which the EPAwill monitor.
"We'll be looking at how safety and envi-
ronmental justice issues will be made avail-
able to the public," Vallette said.
Meanwhile, EPA officials are meeting
with the CEQ to develop guidelines on
incorporating environmental justice con-
cerns into federal documents, which
will increase public partic-
ipation in the EIS
process.
GAO Takes
a Close
Look at
Congress should
address the w
nesses of the Toxic
Substances Contre_
Act (TSCA), implemen
changes to make the act
effective, and consider making
TSCA the first line of defense
against threats to the public health
and the environment, the General
Accounting Office recommended in
a report released last September. In K
Toxic Substances Control Act: Legislative
Changes Could Make Act More Efective,
the GAO urged Congress to "strengthen
the Environmental Protection Agency's
ability to regulate chemicals by allowing
TSCA to be used in preference to other
environmental laws, where appropriate,
and to establish a framework for taking
action that is less burdensome for the
EPA."
Congress enacted TSCA in October
1976 to address the risks posed by existing
chemicals and to provide safeguards against
the introduction of additional contami-
nants. But of the 72,000 substances in
EPA's inventory of TSCA chemicals, the
agency has issued controls for only nine
substances under the act.
Spokespersons for industry and the
environmental community have different
opinions ofthe GAO report. "We are still
evaluating the report's recommendations,
but we are not encouraged by them,"
explained Charles Walton ofthe Chemical
Manufacturers Association (CMA). "The
CMA believes it has many inaccuracies."
Environmentalists, on the other hand,
say the report and its findings are long
overdue. "The EPA is not going to be
more aggressive in implementing TSCA
unless prodded by Congress," said Pat
Costner, a spokesperson for Greenpeace's
Toxic Waste Campaign. "The EPA's
record on TSCA is dismal. There is such a
huge backlog of chemicals that unless
something formidable is done, the EPA is
always going to have to playcatchup."
While the report noted that the EPA
has regulated few chemicals under TSCA,
it highlighted two factors as largely to
blame for the EPA's poor performance:
TSCA's requirement that the EPA use the i least burdensome regulation to control
substances, which has restricted the
EPA from using its authority, and the
EPA's tendency to interpret TSCA as
giving preference to dealing with
chemical risks under other laws.
The EPA acknowledges that TSCA's
usefulness has been limited and agrees that
Congress should move to strengthen the
EPA's ability to control harmful chemicals.
"We generally agree with the report's find-
ings, although the agency believes it has
been more productive than the GAO says
Errata
The table entitled "Sound Levels and
Human Response" on page 925 ofthe
November 1994 issue (102:11) in the
article "Environmental Impact on
Hearing: Is Anyone Listening?" was
mistakenly published as original. We
regret that we did not credit the July
1994 issue of Health &- Environment
Digest as the source ofthe edited table.
The first paragraph of the Focus artide
"What's in the Water: The Disinfectant
Dilemma" on page 30 of the January
1995 issue (103:1) was accidentally
deleted and replaced by the first para-
graph of the preceding article. The
openingparagraphs should haveread:
In late March and earlyApril of 1993,
a surge of cryptosporidia, a disease-
causing parasite, swept through water-
treatment filters in Milwaukee,
Wisconsin. An estimated 400,000
people became sick from drinking
contaminated water, with varying
degrees of illness including diarrhea,
abdominal cramping, nausea, vomit-
ing, and fever. Eighty-two AIDS
patients died in the wake of the out-
break, according to the City of
Milwaukee and the Milwaukee AIDS
Project.
The problem ofmicrobial contam-
ination ofdrinking water is an ancient
one, and even through the 1920s and
'30s, typhoid fever and amoebic
dysentery killed hundreds ofAmeri-
cans when they drank polluted munic-
ipal water. Starting with Jersey City in
1908, though, U.S. municipalities
began treating drinking water with
chlorine to reduce health risks from
dangerous microorganisms. By 1945,
the use of disinfectants, along with
improved filtration and sewage treat-
ment, made dramatic improvements
in water quality. Thus, for manyyears
the benefits ofusing chlorine to disin-
fect water supplies were virtually
undisputed. Today 98% ofU.S. drink-
ingwateris still purified bychlorine.
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